Who's Afraid of Patterns?
The Particular versus the Universal and the Meaning of Humanities 3.0
rens bod
The advent of Digital Humanities has enabled scholars to identify previously unknown patterns in the arts and letters; but the notion of pattern has also been subject to debate. In my response to the authors of this Forum, I argue that 'pattern' should not be confused with universal pattern. The term pattern itself is neutral with respect to being either particular or universal. Yet the testing and discovery of patterns -be they local or global -is greatly aided by digital tools.
While such tools have been beneficial for the humanities, numerous scholars lack a sufficient grasp of the underlying assumptions and methods of these tools. I argue that in order to criticise and interpret the results of digital humanities properly, scholars must acquire a good working knowledge of the underlying tools and methods. Only then can digital humanities be fully integrated (humanities 3.0) with time-honoured (humanities 1.0) tools of hermeneutics and criticism.
What are patterns?
The three authors of this Forum 1 seem to agree on what is the main argument of my inaugural lecture 2 : the greatest change that the digital turn in the humanities has brought about is the identification of patterns in large-scale humanistic materials (music, literature, art, history, language, film, texts, et on the definition given in my recent book A New History of the Humanities. 4 A pattern is a trend or a tendency that can range from the local to the global. It can consist of a regularity (often with exceptions) but also of a grammatical rule, or a historical trend such as the increase of the number of democratic states during the last decades. Some patterns may be similar to 'laws' such as the sound shift laws in linguistics or the laws of harmony in music. The notion of 'pattern' is thus an umbrella term that covers everything that can be found between inexact trends and exact laws.
I have shown elsewhere that the search for patterns is found in all humanities disciplines (from linguistics to historiography), in all periods (from Antiquity up to the present day), and in all regions (from China to Europe). 5
Although not all scholars will refer to their results as 'patterns', the notion of pattern is part and parcel of humanistic practice.
Here are some documented examples of patterns from various disciplines: for a large number of genres and languages. Pattern 5 was believed to be near-universal in the nineteenth century, but is now known to hold only (and not even always) for Indo-European languages. Pattern 6 currently seems to be independent of place (peasants move to cities virtually everywhere in the world), but it is certainly time dependent since the opposite trend occurred in the post-classical period. Only patterns 7 and 8 may still be claimed to be universal and thus to be time and place independent: in all periods where we can speak of a world economy there is a hierarchy of zones; and for all known cultures in the world, the traditional musical scales form convex structures when the notes of the scales are represented as fractions of integers and placed in a grid.
Thus patterns can range from the particular to the universal. As I have argued at some length in my inaugural lecture, the identification of these and other patterns is immensely aided by the use of digital techniques. This is because digital tools allow us to search in massive amounts of data. For the first time it has become possible to compare thousands, even millions of books 14 , forum but argues in favour of local patterns, while Leemans seems to embrace both notions of patterns. I must admit that I do not understand Fickers's opposition to universal patterns. There are already for many years thriving historiographical communities that seek and find global, universal patterns, as
Leemans also observes correctly when she writes:
Take the Braudel branch of the Annales school, take diachronic research into revolutions, revolts, strikes but take also literary scholars trying to trace universal story patterns in folk stories, fairy tales or nursery rhymes, take research into visual or musical topoi, or research into 'the romantic' as a universal motif.
These communities of historians in search of pattern have their own journals, book series and conferences, such as the fields of world history and global history. 20 Thus Fickers is wrong when he writes that forum appropriations took place'. Indeed that is why we need to move beyond these dry graphs, and make the step to humanities 3.0 which Beyen himself seems to But in order to reach 3.0 we must go through 2.0'. 25
What Beyen has not done, however, is to make the full step into the digital realm of humanities 2.0. He admits that he had to rely on his student
Kaspar Beelen for the digitally obtained graphs. Thus interestingly, Beyen has made the step to humanities 3.0 by skipping the details of humanities 2.0.
This kind of border crossing may seem efficient but is potentially dangerous, as one becomes dependent on others who might have used inadequate tools to analyse the data and to identify the patterns (as Beyen admits likewise).
Historians need to know themselves how to generate graphs from data by digital tools. Such tools are abundantly available and (once one has made the decision to engage with them in earnest) not at all difficult to learn. 26 Without knowledge of these methods and tools the historian will not be able to check whether a graph, and the pattern it is meant to reflect, was correctly derived from the data. This is why I make a strong case in my lecture for moving to humanities 3.0 via deep knowledge of humanities 2.0. 27 Interpreting and criticising who's afraid of patterns? bod patterns generated by digital tools without knowing how these tools worklet alone how to replicate these patterns -is a scholarly sin we should and can 
Conclusion
In sum, if we want to take digital scholarship seriously 32 , we should not underestimate the importance of a profound awareness and a solid knowledge of the various digital tools and methods and how these are used in the digital humanities with the view to identifying patterns. My notion of humanities 3.0 is nothing less than hermeneutics and criticism applied to these tools, methods and patterns. Historians and other humanities scholars need by no means to become programmers, yet they must gain an understanding of the possibilities and the limitations of these technologies. Only then can we enjoy to the full the unexpected vistas of humanities 3.0, and smell the higher honey that busy bees have for the first time in history put within our reach. q who's afraid of patterns? bod
